Title: E-cigarettes and oral health: a balanced viewpoint.
Dear Editor,
The topic of e-cigarettes and oral health is of utmost importance and we were pleased to see this addressed by a recent review that was published in Oral Diseases (Javed et al., 2017) . However, we would like to raise several concerns with this review.
The authors incorrectly cite Holliday et al (2016) as the authors of a study reporting 'that ecigarette-exposed cells presented reduced viability and clonogenic survival, along with increased rates of apoptosis and necrosis in vitro'. The correct citation for this study is Yu et al (2016) . Holliday et al (2016) is actually a highly critical commentary of the Yu et al (2016) study, published in the journal Evidence-Based Dentistry. The format of this journal includes the abstract of the original study followed by a commentary. The PubMed records for this journal are somewhat confusing as they include the abstract of the original study with only a minor reference indicating it is a commentary. It can appear from the PubMed record that we are the authors of the original study. However, we would have expected the authors of a review paper such as this to have read beyond the PubMed entry and hence avoided this error. We request a corrigendum be issued. Interestingly the Yu et al (2016) study is not included in this review calling into question the search methodology employed by Javed et al (2017) .
The introduction section of the Javed et al (2017) review includes several negative comments regarding e-cigarettes. It omits several key reviews and evidence synthesis, which if included, would have given the reader a better understanding of the differing viewpoints on the topic (McNeil et al., 2015; Hartmann-Boyce et al., 2016; Royal College of Physicians, 2016; O' Leary et al., 2017) . The review makes little attempt to compare the relative risks of e-cigarette aerosol to those of combustible tobacco smoke. This is a highly relevant comparison given that over 99% of regular ecigarette users are smokers or ex-smokers (Delnevo et al., 2016; West et al., 2017) . Many of the primary studies reported in this review have been criticised for lacking this relevant control group and this is should have been worthy of discussion in a review paper.
The Javed et al review confuses 'whole tobacco smoke' and 'nicotine'. For example, when discussing implant failures they state 'tobacco smoking including nicotine is associated with an increased risk of implant failure'. They then extrapolate that 'nicotine derived from e-cig' may have similar effects. None of the three cited studies had nicotine as a variable or even suggested that nicotine was the causative agent, meaning this statement is unfounded. A previous review of tobacco and periodontitis suggested that 'nicotine may be unfairly blamed' for the negative effects observed in smokers (Palmer et al., 2005) .
There is no mention of any quality assessment of the included studies or discussion of study limitations. In the oral health section, the authors cite their own previous study (Sundar et al., 2016) which has been criticised regarding its design, primarily a lack of appropriate controls (Cancer Research UK and UK E-cigarette Research Forum, 2016) . In the Javed et al (2017) review, for example, the authors state 'nicotine exposed cells presented with significantly increased comet tail length and ɣ-H2AX foci….'. It is not possible to derive this from the data presented in their study as their samples varied both flavour and nicotine concentration meaning the relative importance of each cannot be established.
To conclude, the review by Javed et al represents an opinion piece rather than systematic balance literature review. We have concerns regarding the rigour of the search methodology, quality assessment of the included studies and hence the conclusions. 
